With the globalization of the world economy, it is imperative that managers, both present and future, be sensitive to differences in intercultural business communication. In particular, the context of global electronic commerce leads to an increasing use of email in negotiating deals, which to this point has been carried out almost exclusively via face-to-face (FTF) or other high-feedback media (e.g., telephone) but not of non-FTF media, such as email. The increasing popularity of e-commerce between business partners has not only brought about a new economy around this innovation in business communication, but also the possibility to bring different national cultures together via low-cost email negotiation. The question remains, however, as to what extent non-FTF media can support intercultural negotiation?
This study provides a brief review of current non-FTF research and tries to address, through a simulated study, the question of whether non-FTF communication can support the discourse of effective negotiation among international business people.
LITERATURE REVIEW
The creation of virtual organizations brings specific consequences for communication (as outlined in the recent special issue of this journal edited by El-Shinnawy [1] FTF, text, audio, video, decision support system, and electronic conference), Poole et al. report that out of 28 situations, FTF contact was considered superior to other media in only two instances [2] . On the other hand, FTF is perceived as the best medium for negotiation by lay people despite the fact that this medium may also personalize conflict. Poole et al. conclude that, while new media are perceived to be overwhelmingly beneficial, three of their characteristics may be harmful, especially in negotiation:
• they reduce time spent on listening; • they are physically demanding and tiring; and • they encourage rigid positions.
In education, new media such as email have become an important tool. Both the studies by Zhiting [3] and Vogel et al. (see this issue) [4] show that educational software, if used in an international context, requires special cultural and communicative consideration because teaching and learning styles vary across cultural borders, especially between the West and the Far East. Patterns of communication, to say nothing of values, are deeply rooted in language-culture complexes. Understanding these patterns can be facilitated by technology, as for example in the international business writing course involving Finns, Belgians, and Americans [5] . Because today's business or technical students are tomorrow's business negotiators, we require more sophisticated knowledge of discourse conventions and culture in new media such as email in order to provide studentsSpecht's interviews of 24 German software experts in nine business units of a company that operates in four countries ranks email, together with openness of communication, as second and third of the top 10 overall success factors in international outsourcing of software development [9] . But what is the potential of non-FTF media, like email, for negotiation strategy development? The basic strategic problem in negotiation seems to be involvement. Most negotiation models and theories [10] - [13] agree that the long term of cooperation in a win-win spirit with effective relationship building is the best option. This requires a high degree of involvement, as has been recognized, for instance, in the case of home mortgage rate negotiations and automobile sales [14] .
How does one develop a positive climate, equal power distribution, and flexible procedure using non-FTF media like email? Fig. 1 To date, there appear to be few studies that trace back such strategies of cooperation versus competition via linguistic analysis. Donnellon [12] presents an interesting outline of pressure of individual preferences on teams which can be used in international business negotiations as well and is relevant to both research questions. Individuals use linguistic forms to identify themselves in teams or as a team, to show independence or interdependence, low or high power, social distance, conflict management tactics, and win-win/win-lose strategies of negotiations. This latter aspect is related closely to our interest in cooperation versus competition. Another possible exception might be Ulijn and Verweij's study on uncertainty reduction behavior of experienced Spanish and Dutch negotiators [15] . That study verified a major communication strategy via the identification and classification of 480 questions in linguistic transcripts of negotiations: asking questions of all kinds appeared to be a critical success factor in both monocultural and intercultural situations. We do not know how well this strategy might work for non-FTF communication, since questions cannot be immediately answered within this medium.
The cooperation and exploration strategy in negotiation requires a strong involvement in the other party's concerns. Johnson et al. [16] Those indicators include first-(e.g., we) and second-person (e.g., you) pronouns, contractions (e.g., it's), hedges (e.g., could), and amplifiers (e.g., very). Based on these indicators, FTF was rated higher in involvement than online chat, which was also rated less narrative and more abstract, but more persuasive than FTF. Effective negotiation would probably require persuasive and less narrative, but also more concrete and involved speech. Relationship building serves this involvement and appeared to be more difficult over email for the 78 American management students than FTF since there were more offers and fewer questions [17] . Higher personal disclosure led to a higher joint outcome and fewer impasses than did avoiding and nondisclosure behavior [18] . The ideal rank order of personal pronoun use in negotiation might then be (1st) you, (2nd) we, (3rd) I, and (4th) it or they.
Two studies provide evidence that context is what makes interaction concrete and involved. In the first study, researchers analyzed the use of email by secretarial and administrative staff of the University of Queensland in Australia over a three-month period [18] . This study investigated personal language style, such as politeness markers, reduced subject-matter representation (more abstract style), and absence of metalanguage. In the second study, Murray investigated speech acts in email dialogues [19] . Both studies support the above empirical evidence that an email interaction requires more context (as measured via concrete, personalized style using politeness markers and metalanguage) to get the other party involved than FTF or even telephone interaction. Again, the effect of missing context in non-FTF negotiation is uncertain.
As has been shown by the work by Hall [20] , [21] Non-FTF communication, like email, can equalize people (e.g., it is more difficult to express status using standard forms, as required in some Latin contexts, over email). Such equalization, however, may contradict Latin and Oriental cultural values. Ma [24] was able to confirm some of those elements in his interview with 18 U.S. and 25 East Asian students about their experiences in using computer-mediated communication with each other. East Asians judged that they were more direct and self-disclosing, but the U.S. students thought that the Asians were polite, reserved, indirect, and did not talk about themselves over email.
Mutual perception is crucial in such encounters because correspondents cannot see each other (see Ulijn and St. Amant [25] for the effect of this in a Chinese-Dutch FTF business negotiation). If a Chinese student says: I can't stay on relay for too long during a relay chat to turn an invitation to a private channel, this statement would be perceived as explicit and rude by a Far Eastern student but as beating around the bush by a North American. But computer-mediated communication also seems to be seen by East Asians as rare, worry-free, and involving little risk. Therefore, it is uncertain whether new media would really contribute to a serious interpersonal relationship leading to business involvement in Asians' perception in the same way FTF interaction does.
In this study, we limit our linguistic check on simulated non-FTF negotiation to three specific cultures with respect to two research questions that explore two major aspects of negotiation strategy that are dealt with in a non-FTF setting: 
METHODS
This study is an attempt to test a negotiation strategy by linguistic means. In their psycholinguistic analysis of the technical and business communicator, Ulijn and Strother [14] argue that linguistic analysis can be used, in both written and oral negotiation situations, to provide evidence of the effectiveness of communication strategies if the experimental setting meets some design and business relevance requirements. Specifically, in contrast to other deductive, descriptive, ethnographic speech act analyses, this study attempts to apply the quantitative methods of formulating and testing research questions in the hope of increasing the reliability and validity of the speech act analysis.
A simulated buyer-seller case, called "ALYK," was developed by the second and third authors to gather data from 20 students in the first author's "International Business Negotiation" class. The simulation was planned for the end of the semester to evaluate the success of the course objectives as stated in the research questions. The simulation was designed to mimic interactive non-FTF communication. As part of the simulation, participants were asked to negotiate the terms of a business deal, where they had to play either the role of a seller or a buyer. Specifically, participants were instructed to write down their statements on a blank sheet of paper and hand it to the opponent. Speaking to each other, gestures, laughing, shaking hands, etc., was not possible because the participants did not know with whom they were negotiating (although they did know each other from class). These restrictions were given to simulate the nonpersonal atmosphere of written, non-FTF communication, like email.
The (Tables I and  II) . In sum, half of the simulated negotiations were intercultural and half monocultural, of which two involved participants of the same nationality. It is important to note that five of the 20 students had professional experience.
The exact terms to be negotiated, as quoted from the experimental task, were: Participants were given 15 minutes to negotiate the terms of the deal. From the 20 participants, we received 10 usable negotiation transcripts. The combined text of most of the simulations contained one page of written statements. The negotiation almost always began when the buyer stated his or her interest in purchasing some computers from the computer dealer. Introductions were rare. A discussion and mutual statement of objections, suggestions, and explanations were most common steps toward reaching an agreement. Disagreements or partial agreements to suggestions were followed by explanations of the negotiators' positions. The general discourse was about the facts and terms of the deal. Further proposals for a long-term relationship were also made so both the seller and the buyer could broaden the discussion base.
To explore both of our research questions, we used psycholinguistic analysis to identify cooperative attitude (including its lack) and metacommunicative behavior to verify the involvement of the negotiation parties on the basis of the nonpublished cluster-factorized list of Van der Wijst and Noordman [26] quoted by Ulijn and Strother [13] . Our methods relate to the findings by Condon and Cech [27] , who compared FTF with computer-mediated decision-making interactions and ascertained a three times higher use of metalanguage in the electronic condition to stimulate socializing at a distance. Electronic discourse seems to be situated between the purely oral and written modes of communication.
A linguistic analysis by Werry [28] indicated that Internet Relayed Chat (IRC) is shaped at many different levels by the drive to reproduce and simulate the discursive style of FTF spoken dialogues.
The transcripts of our simulated negotiations were categorized into four clusters of speech acts for each turn identified in the transcripts of the 10 negotiation interactions:
• Noncooperative Behavior (N): i.e., criticize, deny, disapprove, object, reject, show indignation, irritation, etc.
• Cooperative Behavior (C): i.e., admit, approach, be forthcoming, confirm, inspire confidence. emphasize cooperation, show goodwill, etc.
• General Speech Acts (G): i.e., ask (for understanding, confirmation, information), explain, request, stipulate, suggest, etc.
• 
RESULTS
We begin our discussion in this section by focusing on the two research questions posed earlier.
Cooperation Versus Competition
In this section, we address our question: How does simulated non-FTF communication contribute to a win-win strategy in negotiation? (RQ1). Fig. 2 presents the distribution of the total of 187 speech acts found in the 10 simulated negotiation transcripts.
The balance between cooperative and noncooperative behavior (e.g., as indicated by the use of confirm or inspire versus reject or deny) and between general (as indicated by the use of ask or request) and metacommunicative speech acts (as indicated by the use of repeat or explain) is roughly equal. However, about two-thirds of all speech acts were either general or metacommunicative rather than indicative of negotiation strategy (cooperative or "win-win" versus noncooperative or "win-lose"). Thus, the general and metacommunicative speech acts were used two times more frequently than the noncooperative and cooperative ones. Both sets of clusters are in balance, confirming a negotiation interaction somewhere between fighting and cooperating with a tendency to more win-win (see Fig. 1 again) . This is in line with the objective of most negotiation training: in the long run, one wins more through cooperation than through competition. The predominant use of general and, in particular, metacommunicative speech acts suggests that negotiators who were interacting non-FTF had to express their involvement in the negotiation more explicitly, thus using the language of negotiation strategy less.
Involvement and Medium
In this section, we address our question: How does simulated non-FTF communication affect the participants' ability to empathize with each other? (RQ2). Table III gives the results of the frequency count of the three types of personal pronouns in three culture clusters distributed over seven nationalities, seller and buyer roles, and gender in our simulated negotiations.
One can generally say that expressions about their own positions were used and objections to the other party were made. This means that the usage of first and second person pronouns was quite frequent, with both sellers and buyers using only 11 instances of the third person pronouns. The overall underuse of the third person pronoun might also be the result of the nature of the simulation case itself, since it does not involve third parties explicitly. An additional comment for the figure of first person pronouns is needed because the pronoun we can have an inclusive (you and I equals we) and an exclusive (me and others equals we) meaning. This distinction is important because by frequently using the inclusive version of the first person pronouns, the person's language indicates an atmosphere of solidarity and politeness and that he or she wants to bind the other entity to himself and build a long-term relationship. By often using the exclusive meaning of the first person pronoun, the negotiator indicates a more distant, not necessarily disrespectful, position toward the other party. As a matter of fact, nearly every usage of the first person pronoun was intended to have an exclusive meaning, even in a multicultural environment of the classroom, where different cultures were represented. This brings us to the conclusion that the earlier mentioned ideal rank order of personal pronoun use in negotiation (1st you, 2nd we, 3rd I, 4th it, they) is not yet reached at the end of this course. Table IV presents the results of hypotheses about possible statistical differences based on personal pronoun usage. Although there is no significant difference between sellers and buyers, sellers usedfewersecondpersonpronouns, which makes it more difficult for them to put themselves in the shoes of the other party-an important objective for the seller. Moreover, the use of inclusive we would allow the same strategy of empathy and involvement than the exclusive we that is nearly equivalent to I. Empathy or involvement building in a simulated emailed negotiation may be possible, but it would require many general and metacommunicative speech acts. And still computer-mediated communication might seduce the negotiators to overuse I and not an inclusive we or an inviting you. A win-win strategy through noon-FTF, as it is simulated here in a non-FTF setting would require additional training to get away from an egocentric bargainingposition.
We will now review the possible effects of national culture, seller/buyer role, and gender. National Culture Although the participants are from different cultures, the general distribution over the usage of the first, second, and third person pronouns is approximately the same. Every culture uses more first and second than third person pronouns. A more sophisticated analysis here is not possible because of the differences in sample scales (for both the Anglo and Latin culture 5 and for the Nordic culture 12). There seem to be, however, a slight tendency toward a cultural effect: Anglos (U.S. and Canada) were using more first person pronouns, but Nordics (The Netherlands, Sweden, and Finland) fewer first person pronouns than Latins (France and Colombia). Both Anglos and Latins used the significantly more inclusive we (Wilcoxon test at p<0.05 and p<0.10, respectively, see Table IV ) and I and exclusive we (both at p<0.10) than the two other national culture clusters. Always lumping Anglos and Nordics together in one Anglo-Germanic camp is not wise. The Nordics seem to be less egocentric in these data, but the general order of descending frequency of use of pronouns is still first, second, third, whereas the negotiation strategy advice says: Use more you than we, than I being indifferent to third person pronouns (second, first, third). In general, all cultures have problems with empathy and involvement building through the use of second person pronouns. We hope these recommendations will lead to future work on how national culture reflects discourse in non-FTF international business negotiation.
